Introduction
In their everyday lives people deal with decisions every step of the way. Day in and day out we are confronted with different alternatives from which we have to choose one or many. Therefore all the activities that we come to undertake are the results our decision making process, be it simple or complex. When it comes to decision making, the most important step is to be able to gather and focus on the relevant information, not to mention that we need to strive to make the best decision or the optimal one under the constraints of the available information. Beyond being a cognitive process which results in the selection, among several alternatives, of a specific course of action, the decision making process is central to our lives, and it varies according to the mental specificities of each individual.
It is almost impossible to estimate how many decisions a day will an average person make, but according to Simenon (2013) our brain makes dozens of Boolean decisions every single second through chemical reactions, and out of the 400 billion bits of information per second that reach our brain, merely 2000 bits are used to make us aware of the environment. Therefore, based on the 2000 previously mentioned bits we perform impulsive and logical thinking where more complex decisions are made.
An adult makes 35,000 remotely conscious decisions per day (idem), some of them being unimportant while others get to define us, some may be effortless, while others may require time and deeper thought before arriving to a final solution. As we said, it is impossible to make an accurate measurement of this number since decisions are based on brain development, experiences, activities, background settings, environment and so on. So, this information put together leads us to the conclusion that we are nothing more and nothing less than the results of our own decisions.
Decision making using Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) -research methodology
Researchers and practitioners have dedicated special attention to this topic and some of them have come to develop guides on how to make better decisions (Hammond et al., 2002) , how to make the right decision every time (Kopeikina, 2005) or even five steps to good decision making (Gray, 2014) . According to Grey (2014) there are five steps to be undertaken in order to reach a good decision:
1. Identify the goal (a clear purpose should be kept in mind before making the decision by asking what exactly the problem that needs to be solved is). 2. Gather information for weighing options (the necessary information need to be directly connected to the problem, this is also the moment when we generate all the possible alternatives).
Consider the consequences (it relates to what is the likely result of our decision
and it allows to review the pros and cons of each different option or alternative).
Make the decision (this is when the actual decision is taken and implemented
and for some people it may come with high anxiety). 5. Evaluate the decision (this step is necessary in order to make sure that the decision which has been taken actually works, it represents a tool for improving the decision making process and skills, it might introduce new changes). The famous researcher and teacher, with an impressive background in education and teaching decision making, Marzano (2000) describes the steps that may lead to a good decision:
-Think of alternatives (as many as possible); -Consider the pros and cons for each of the previously identified alternatives; -Consider the likelihood of each alternative to succeed; -Choose the best alternative taking into account its value and likelihood of success. When faced with a decision, one of the most difficult parts of it is the first one, coming up with and defining the alternatives because we basically think in terms of choosing among two alternatives without even paying attention to a potential third, fourth or nth alternative (Schwartz, 2000) . In some cases, the best alternative might be easy to spot, but in others it might only come up as a result of an intense thinking and debate process. Going past the identification of the alternatives stage, we get to the point where we have to spot the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative and to weigh them to finally be able to take a good decision being fully informed and aware of the long-run repercussions of the choice we make.
Another devout and eminent researcher and professor who has dedicated most of his life and research to studying the decision making processes is professor Saaty who came up with the concept of analytic hierarchy process back in the 1970s as a structured technique to organise and analyse complex decisions based on psychology and mathematics. This is a multi-criteria decision making method. At the present, he has even developed a soft dedicated to AHP and ANP (Analytic Network Process), called SuperDecisions. It is used all around the world in fields such as business, government, healthcare, different industries, education, product development and so on. It has particular applicability in group decision making (Saaty and Peniwati, 2008) . The main philosophy behind the AHP lies in the fact that it structures the decision problem by decomposing it into a hierarchy of elements independently analysable. One of the strengths of this method is that it can deal with both the tangible and intangible aspects of the problem regardless of their levels of precision measurements or their levels of understanding. Therefore, Saaty (2008, p . 85) suggests we should follow the next steps in order to make a decision in an organised way, steps that will result in generated priorities:
-Define the problem and determine the kind of knowledge sought. So, the kernel of AHP is represented by the pairwise comparison of each criterion with respect to the goal and the pairwise comparison of each alternative with respect to each criterion. The hierarchical structure is built having classically three layers: the first one starting from top to down is the problem that needs to be solved, we go to the second layer that is represented by the criteria (there might be the case when we could also deal with subcriteria depending on the complexity of the issue tackled -in this case we would talk about a four-layered hierarchy), and the last level embodies the alternatives among which the decision maker will have to choose. The next step is to establish how they are to be connected -the influence of criteria over the alternatives in order to prioritize them at each level of the hierarchy using the eigenvalue calculation (while the "ANP technique is a general form that allows interdependencies, outerdependencies and feedbacks among decision elements in the hierarchical or nonhierarchical structures", Gorener (2012, p. 194) ). A standard representation of the hierarchy is depicted in Figure 1 : The next step is to proceed to the pairwise comparison between the criteria with respect to the goal (or problem to be solved) and the alternatives with respect to each criterion, and in order to do so, the decision maker has to resort to a numerical scale. The numerical scale designed by Saaty is presented in Table 1 . After the pairwise comparison of the alternatives (A 1, A 2 ,…A n ) according to their importance (i 1 , i 2 , … i n ) the following matrix is then obtained (Figure 2. 
Model for choosing the most suitable CSE strategy and research objective
Correspondingly, we use this model in the present thesis with the purpose of determining which is the best CSE strategy that should be adopted by corporations (multinationals) that seek to achieve organisational development through socially responsible principles according to their specificities. Therefore, the general objective of the research is to determine which of the three alternative strategies is the most suitable according to the importance the evaluators place on the specific criteria. The corporate social entrepreneurship strategies from among which the experts (business developers) can choose are: CSE as market development tool, CSE as transformational innovation tool and CSE as local development tool. According to the findings from the previous chapters, we concluded that the next four criteria should be taken into account in order to make such a decision: return on investment (ROI), interest towards solving communities' problems, pre-entry knowledge and degree of novelty. Sustainability is a delicate matter in business terms. The United Nations (2000) identified three principles on which sustainability is based: economic, social and environmental, later a new dimension being added, culture (James et al., 2015) . We regard sustainability as the sum of the previously mentioned elements to which we distinctly add return on investment, initial investment, time needed for the investment to return, human resources, time invested and so on. Also, we consider scalability another important component of sustainability. For conducting the present analysis, we decided to focus only on the potential return on investment a new strategy would bring.
Interest in solving community problems relates to the inclination of the company to develop actions inspired by corporate social responsibility. This represents the moment when the company becomes socially responsible by analysing the market, identifying social problems that need to be handled, evaluating the magnitude of these social challenges against the company's ability to solve them and actually taking the initiative to develop solutions for counteracting these impediments. Placing a high degree of importance on this criterion underlines the postmaterialistic values of the company.
Pre-entry knowledge refers to the knowledge the company holds about the environment in which it operates, internal capabilities, and past experiences. According to Paunescu (2013) , the pre-entry knowledge of the market and the entrepreneur's prior practical and managerial experience will influence the new venture's chances of survival and its future growth. Moreover, for a company to develop a resource based strategy, it needs to select a strategy that exploits main resources and competencies (meaning capabilities which are fundamental to a firm's strategy and performance (Hamel and Prahalad, 1988) ) of the company.
The degree of novelty depicts how different is the new approach of the company in relation to its previous activities. According to Sarkar and Chakrabarti (2006) it encompasses both new and original and it can also be defined with reference to the previous ideas [activities] of the individual [company] concerned. Therefore, through this criterion we can also measure the exposure of the company to risk and whether it influences its business decisions.
With regards to the alternatives among which the experts can choose from, we provide a brief description for all the three of them, followed by a wider explanation.
As previously expressed, we regard corporate social entrepreneurship as a new framework of analysis for actions such as corporate social responsibility (where CSR is more than a marketing tool directed at increasing brand image and an opportunity for a one-time action without taking into account the possible sustainability of such actions) and business development (where businesses look for the untapped markets, customer segments, raw materials, products) (Hadad and Cantaragiu, 2014) .
CSE as transformational innovation tool -In this scenario, the social problem targeted by the company acts as a mobilizer for the R&D resources and the focus is on creating a new product/service that solves the social problem. CSE as market development tool -In this scenario, the social problem targeted by the company is seen as an opportunity to expand the market for existing products/services and the focus is on adapting the products/services to the needs of the new clients and on modifying the business model so as to accommodate the environmental constraints (in terms of delivery, pricing strategy, collection of revenues etc.). CSE as local development tool -In this scenario, the social problem targeted by the company is seen as a catalyst for organizational renewal and the focus is on improving the operational activities of the company so as to reduce costs, to reduce pollution or be more sustainable by solving also a problem of the local community.
The first approach emphasizes the use of the R&D capabilities of the company in order to develop new services and products which target existing or emerging markets and here the role of CSE is to act as a transformational innovation tool, while the social issue becomes a catalyst for the internal innovation capabilities of the company which enables them to be channelled in new directions and thus manifest their potential. This requires the company to mobilize internal and external resources in hope of creating a new market space and reaching non-traditional customers that have needs which can be satisfied by future products or services developed using the capabilities the company currently has. The problems that result from this approach are related to the amount of resources that need to be invested in a project that most of the times has a high risk profile because of the fact that it requires the company to venture into unexplored terrain, which could well prove to be a blue ocean. The accent in this case is on the technological innovation which is focused on solving a social issue and the delivery of this innovation can imply also a change in the business model, or it could be integrated in the existent structure.
The second approach uses CSE as a market development tool, a situation in which the company seeks to expand its current business in new territories and the main issue is gathering knowledge about the potential customers and tailoring the business offer to their needs and to the environmental characteristics. This requires innovation not necessarily in terms of new products and services, but in the processes of delivery, of collecting revenues or of producing them. This then implies extensive changes in the business model to accommodate the local environmental features and the characteristics of the new customers and it is based the organization's ability to learn and adapt, in other words, to be agile (Sambamurthy et al., 2003) . The main difficulties arise from the resistance to change found inside the company which can impede the identification of ways in which the business model can be strategically modified to suit the new conditions and in the ability to empathize with the new customers and understand their position in relation to the company and transform them into business collaborators from which the company can learn how to do business better. Thus, the accent in this case is on in the innovation in business processes that lead to new revenue streams.
The third approach is inspired by the development agenda and sees companies as responsible for the wellbeing of the communities where they operate, but also for poverty alleviation around the world. In this approach, CSE is a local development tool and the company focuses on the needs of the local community while also taking into consideration the sustainability of its operations in the respective area. Thus, local development is targeted at the areas which either hurt the company's operations and/or which can help the company decrease its operating risk and costs and increase sales of its products and services. The most important capability in this case is that of partnering with non-traditional partners such as local and international NGOs, state administration, informal local communities etc. in order to create alliances which help the company support the local community in building capabilities and becoming betteroff financially, culturally and socially. This does not imply a change in the business model or a new product or service, but it requires the ability to innovate socially as it is based on developing strong communities, empowering socially excluded individuals and solving social and cultural crises.
As per the logic behind the analytic hierarchy process model, each of the four criteria is connected to each of the three alternatives, as depicted in Figure 3 . In order to test the proposed model, we designed an AHP questionnaire which was hosted by googledocs. The questionnaire has three sections, the first one comprises 6 pairwise comparison questions (each question is a two-fold question: in the first part of the question, the business developer is asked to manifest his/her preference with respect to the criteria -meaning to choose one over another, while the second part of the question is meant to ask the respondent to rate on a scale from 1-9 the intensity with which he prefers the chosen answer) meant to render us the priority vectors of the criteria. The second part of the questionnaire contains 12 pairwise comparison questions meant to deliver the priority vectors for the three alternatives according to the specified criteria. The questionnaire was constructed in such a manner as to avoid the priming and framing effects, the questions were sent shuffled, and when we received the responses, the questions were rearranged to their initial order. The last part of the questionnaire contains demographic information such as: job title, seniority, field of activity of the business developer and company name. The questionnaire was distributed to 100 business developers via the internet. A sample of a filled in questionnaire is illustrated in the Appendix section.
Data processing and research findings
In this section we provide a comprehensive explanation on the steps that were taken in order to process and analyse the information gathered after the distribution of the questionnaires. We are using the answers of one of the respondents as example, for the remaining respondents the data was processed in a similar way. The answers of the first respondent as illustrated in the Questionnaire, were introduced in the SuperDecisions© software.
Analysis for the criteria
As it can be observed from Figure 4 , the ranking in importance attributed by Respondent 1 to the criteria is the following according to the values of the obtained priority vectors: return on investment (0.59), followed by interest in the local community (0.27), degree of novelty (0.066) and pre-entry knowledge (0.064). The quality of the matrix is illustrated by the inconsistency coefficient which is 0.17. Though a normal inconsistency coefficient should be less than 0.1 (Saaty, 2008) , other studies have shown that the inconsistency coefficient is not inflexible (Agapie, 2014) , ergo the inconsistency condition for the matrix is satisfied. The criterion that has the largest influence on the strategy choice, according to the first respondent is return on investment. These answers can be summarised in the pairwise comparison decision matrix for the criteria depicted in Table 2 . Source: Author's own processing.
The resulting priority vectors for the criteria are presented in Table 3 : 
Sum of priority vectors 1
Source: Author's own processing.
Analysis on return on investment
After pair-wisely comparing each criterion, we proceeded to the pairwise comparison of the alternatives with respect to each of the criterion, therefore rendering four (because we have four criteria) more three by three decision matrices. The first criterion against which the analysis was conducted was return on investment. As depicted in Figure 5 , the ranking in importance attributed by Respondent 1 to the alternatives with respect to return on investment is the following according to the values of the obtained priority vectors: corporate social entrepreneurship as local development (0.70071), corporate social entrepreneurship as transformational innovation (0.20212), corporate social entrepreneurship as market development (0.09717). The most preferred alternative in this case is corporate social entrepreneurship as local development. The quality of the matrix is illustrated by the inconsistency coefficient which is 0.13, which is normal. These answers can be summarised in the pairwise comparison decision matrix for the criteria depicted in Table 4 . The resulting priority vectors for the alternatives with respect to return on investment are presented in Table 5 : 
Analysis on degree of novelty
The second criterion against which the analysis was conducted was degree of novelty. The quality of the matrix is illustrated by the inconsistency coefficient which is 0.0175 which is below 0.1, therefore we conclude that the answers of the respondent are reliable. These answers can be summarised in the pairwise comparison decision matrix for the criteria depicted in Table 6 . The resulting priority vectors of the alternatives with respect to degree of novelty are represented in the table below: 
Analysis on pre-entry knowledge
The third criterion against which the analysis was conducted was pre-entry knowledge. The quality of the matrix is illustrated by the inconsistency coefficient which is 0.05 which is well below 0.1 therefore we conclude that the answers of the respondent are reliable. These answers can be summarised in the pairwise comparison decision matrix for the criteria depicted in Table 8 . The resulting priority vectors of the alternatives with respect to pre-entry knowledge are represented in the table below: From Table 9 we draw the conclusion that when the expert would consider the pre-entry knowledge criterion, he is most likely to choose CSE as market development with a priority vector of 0.4126.
Analysis on interest in solving the local communities' problems
The last criterion against which the analysis was conducted was interest in solving the local communities 'problems. Figure 8 illustrates the priority vectors concerning the criterion interest in solving the local communities' problems: corporate social entrepreneurship as market development (0.31081), corporate social entrepreneurship as local development (0.1958), and corporate social entrepreneurship as transformational innovation (0.49339). The quality of the matrix is illustrated by the inconsistency coefficient which is 0.051 which is well below 0.1 therefore we conclude that the answers of the respondent are reliable. These answers can be summarised in the pairwise comparison decision matrix for the criteria depicted in Table 10 . The resulting priority vectors of the alternatives with respect to interest in solving the local communities' problems are represented in the table below: Source: Author's own processing.
From Table 11 we draw the conclusion that when the expert considers the interest in solving the local communities' problems criterion, he is most likely to choose CSE as transformational innovation strategy with a priority vector of 0.49339.
Analysis on synthesized priorities for CSE strategies
After making all the intermediary computations, we finally calculate the overall synthesized priorities for the alternatives (Figure 9. ). Table 12 illustrates how the values in Figure 9 were obtained. The final priority vectors were calculated by summing the product of each alternatives with the weight of importance of each criterion; in order to do that we resorted to Tables 3, 5, 7, 8, and 11 . The values we are interested in are the ones in the "Normal" column. The "Ideals" column can be interpreted: if CSE local development were to represent 100%, then CSE transformational innovation would be approximately 61% of it, while CSE market development would be approximately 37%. Source: Author's own processing After conducting the analysis for the first respondent we can draw the following conclusions. The most important criterion in choosing a CSE strategy in the furniture industry is return on investment with a priority vector of 0.59, followed by the interest in solving the local communities' problems with a priority vector of 0.27. The most appropriate corporate social entrepreneurship strategy for the first respondent is local development (0.505384), followed by transformational innovation (0.310053) and market development (0.184562). He considers this strategy more likely to return on the investment, to solve the communities' problems and less likely to require pre-entry knowledge or a different degree of novelty from the one the company has already been employing.
Sensitivity analysis
A sensitivity analysis can be performed in order to reveal the effects in the weight of importance attributed to the alternatives when we change the importance in the weights of the criteria. Accordingly, when a company intends to develop socially responsible policies (in our case, represented by corporate social entrepreneurship strategies) for targeted outputs, it can easily use sensitivity analysis. This sensitivity analysis can be performed by inputting the data in SuperDecisions©. The sensitivity analysis can be conducted with respect to any of the criteria and it is controlled by an initial sensitivity parameter with a pre-set value of 0.5.
For example, the 0.5 value of the parameter (as represented in Figure 10 delivers the reported value of importance of the alternatives as derived from the questionnaire. If the strategist in charge wants to examine the effects on the alternatives of increasing the importance of the degree of novelty by 50% (from 0.06 to 0.09), then he should increase the value of the sensitivity parameter by 50% (from 0.5 to 0.75). The effects of this change are reproduced in Figure 1 .11. As a result, increasing the sensitivity parameter by 50% leads to a decrease of importance for CSE local developments from 0.505 to 0.373 which corresponds to a decrease by 26.13% (derived from (0.505-0.373)/0.505). CSE transformational significantly increases by 38.70%. CSE market development increases only by 6.48%. Similarly, a decrease by 50% in the sensitivity parameter leaves CSE transformational innovation (2.5% decrease), CSE market development (0.5% decrease), and CSE local development (1.9% increase) apparently unchanged ( Figure  12 ). 
Geometric mean aggregation, compatibility index and conclusions
Geometric mean aggregation Furthermore, we performed the non-statistical aggregation of the respondents' answers (Table 13 and Table 14 ). The aggregation is done using the geometric mean. The representativeness rendered by the model is not a statistical representativeness, and it is given by the nature of the business from which we collected the answers with respect to potential corporate social entrepreneurship policies implementation. The aggregation based on the geometric mean is specific to group decisions. A large number of respondents would retrieve a non-significant result, for the answers of the respondents would get to cancel each other, this is why a relatively small number of respondents is crucial. This is not an extensive study, but an intensive one, the field of CSE being at beginning of its conception and this is why the results are representative to the extent of the expertise of the respondents, and are generalizable to their field of expertise. So far, there is no unitary definition or consensus on the topic of CSE and this is why we resort to case study analysis in order to shade light on the particularities of the phenomenon under scrutiny. 
Compatibility index
According to Whitaker (2007) , the compatibility index is used to determine the closeness of two priority vectors and it as analytically derived from the relation between a matrix of judgments and the matrix of corresponding eigenvector ratios. The values of the compatibility indexes should be around 1.01. Table 15 presents the situation of compatibility indexes we obtained. Source: Author's own processing.
We measured the compatibility of the respondents two by two, and in our model, there is perfect compatibility between two respondents from two different industries -IT and banking. This perfect match is given by the fact that both of the respondents chose the same final strategy with a relatively similar ranking in the criteria could be caused by the fact that the two companies mainly render services. Otherwise, we could not find any compatibility in the respondents, implicitly among the other industries due to their differences in approaches, history, products and services offered, and so on.
Conclusions
Consequently, after conducting the analysis for each of the respondent and for the aggregated responses we can draw the following conclusions. The most appropriate corporate social entrepreneurship strategy for the group is local development (0.427837), followed by transformational innovation (0.310605) and market development (0.261558). They consider this strategy more likely to return on the investment, to require a different degree of novelty than the one used so far. The most important criterion in choosing a CSE strategy for the group is return on investment with a priority vector of 0.47998, followed by degree of novelty 0.26111, interest in solving the local communities' problems with a priority vector of 0.14002, and finally pre-entry knowledge with a priority vector of 0.11889. Individually: the inconsistency indexes were normal for all the respondents; the most suitable CSE strategy for the furniture industry is local development (with return on investment being the most important criterion), for the IT industry is local development (with return on investment being the most important criterion), for the beverages industry is market development (with degree of novelty being the most important criterion) and for the automotive industry are both market and local development (with degree of novelty being the most important criterion) while for the banking system the strategy is also local development (with interest in solving the local communities' problems being the most important criterion). The research revealed that the most appropriate corporate social entrepreneurship strategy for the analysed group is local development which implies that companies wanting to develop based on socially responsible principles in the analysed fields are more inspired by their agendas and see themselves as responsible for the wellbeing of the communities in which they operate. Their focus is on the local development of the community (without disregarding the sustainability of the operations in those areas). These companies should seek to address non-traditional partners in order to empower the community financially, culturally and socially more likely to focus their attention.
